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PREFACE

The Title I District Practices Study was conducted by

Advanced Technology, Inc. for the U.S. Department of Education's

Planning and Evalua4on Service. One goal of this study was to

de'scribe'how local districts operated projects funded by Title I.

',of the Elementary -and Secon ary Education Act'[ESEA] in the

1981-82 school year. A second, related goal was to doctment

local educators' rationales fot their program decisions, their

percepticip fthe problems and benefits df requirements contained

in the1978 Title_I Amendment, and their assessments of the
I.

exPected effects of Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act [ECIA] on school district operations of. Title I
9

projects. the.4zdywas designed speci4fically to draw cross-tiMe

comparisohs with the findings, of the Compensatory Education Study

conducted by the National Institute of Education [NIE] and to

IMP

prOVide baseline data for subsequent analyses of. Chapter 1,

ECIA's administration.

The, results of the Title I District Practiced Study are

presented in this and eight other special reports (see back

cover); plus the study's Summary.RepOrt. These reports synthe-

-size data collected from a mail questionnaire sent to Title I

Directors in more than 2,000 randomly selected school districts,

structuredAinterviews and document reviews in 100 nationally

tative Title I districts, and,indepth case studies in 40

specially selected-Title I districts.
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To meet the objectives of this major national study,

special study staff was assembled within Advanced Technology's

Social Sciences Division. That staff, housed in the Division's

Program Evaluation Operations Center; oversaw the study design,

#

data collection and processing°, analySis work, and,report pre-

paration. The study benefited ftom unusually experienced data

collectors who, with Advanced Technology's senior staff '.and

consultants, conducted the structured interviews and case

studies. Two.consultants, Exenda Turnbull:of Policy Studies

Associates and Joan Michie, assisted in majot.aspectS of%the

study including the writing of special reports and chapters in

the Summary Report. Michael Gaffney and. Daniel Schember from the

law firm of Gaffney,Anspach, Schember, Klimaski & Marks, P.C.,

applied their longstanding familiarity with Title I's legal and

policy issues to each phase of the, study.

The Governmet Project Officers for the study, -Janice

Anderson and Eugene'Tucker, provided substantive guidance for the

completion of the tasks resulting in these final reports. The

suggestions of the study's Advisory Panel and critiques provided
,

by individuals from the Title I rirogram office, especially

William Lobosco and Thomas 'Enderlei, are also o-reflected in these

reports.

Members of Advanced Technology's analytic., management, and

production staff who contributed to the coMPletiOnOf this and
,.

other repbrts.are too numerous to list, as arey_thestate and

local officials who Cooperated with this study: Without our



mentioning their names, -they should know their contributions.ha've

been recognized and truly appreciated.

Ted Bartell, Project Director
Title I District Practices Study

Richard Jung,' Deputy,Project Director
Title T District Practices Study
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SUMMARY

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN
TITLE I, ESEA.PROGRMS:

A QUESTION OF "EQUAL" SERVICES
. .

O

This specialreport examines the participation of nonpublic;

school-students in school'district Programs funded by Title I of

. _

the Elementary and Secondary EducatiOn Act [ESEA].. Both Title I

and its successor, Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation, nd

Improvement Act.. [ECIA],

dents should haVe equal

vices that are

counterparts..

prescribe that eligible nonpublic stu-
rs

access to the program andrgceive ser-

comparable to those of their public school

The following ,are the findings of,the Title .I District

Practice's Study with regard to nonpublic school students'

to Title I services:

Current Findings

Across th4 country, 45 percent of the Title r disti.icts
had nonplublic students- rediding in Title I attendance
areas during the 1981-82 school year Of the dist.ricts_
with nonpUblic students residing in Title I attendance '-
areas, 56 percent served nonpublic- students during the
1981-82 school year.

access

Approximately 5 percent of the students in private ele-
mentary and secondary'schools'received Title I services
duringthe 1979 -80' school year; in comparison, 13 per-
cent of the-pubAic elementary/secondary school 'students
were erved in ,the Title I. prograM during this .school

YOro

Cross -Time Findings .000

The percent of Title I districts serving nonpublic'
students residing-in Title I attendance' areas declined
slightly from .59 percent int.he 1978-79 school year to
56 percent in the 1981-82 school year.



The number ok nonpublic students receiving Title I

services increased4by 4 percent between school years

1976-77 and 1979-80;'in comparison, the number of

public sc'ool students in the Title I programgrew by

.8.6 perceAt during this period. Over these four years,

total no public elementary/secondary enrollment

declined IT 2.7 percent, while total public enrollment

decreased' by 7.6 percent. Taking into account changes

in Title ,I and total enrollment; the nonpublic "parti-

cipation'rate"*. in Title I increased' by less than 6:

percent and the public "particiipation rate" increased

by almost 18-percent over this period.

Relational/Explanatory Findings

Nonpublic enrollment levels in the Title I program are

highly corre1ated with overall nonpublic enrollment

patterns across the two diMensions of regional location

and urbanicity0

Significant differences are observed across small,

medium, and large districts in the percent of students

residing-in Title I attendance areas and the percent of

districts serving nonpublic students.

The District Practices Study data areanconclusive as

to why some eligible nonpublic students are not receiv-

ing Title I services; however, interview data revealed

several reasons why some nonpublic schools choose not

to participate in Title I and identified one nonpublic

school with eligible Title I students who did not-:.'

receive information about the availability of program

services.

Data comparing the quality and intensity of Title I ser-

vices received by public and nonpublic students within districts

during the,1981-82 school year reveal several patterns-:

Noripdblic Title I classes, on average, are shorter

(on4phird shorter).

NoI$ublic Title I'classes, on average, have fewer stu-

. dents (34 Rercent fewer) .

*Where "iparticipation:rate"
is defined as the percent of elemen-

:tary/secondary enrollment
(nonpublic and public, respectively)

participating in the .Title ,I program.

i v i 3



Nonpublic Title I students are more likely to be taught
by a certified teacher rather than an instructional
aide.

4

The average pupil-to-instructor ratio is quite low for
both public (4.5 to 1) and nonpublic (3.8 to 1).

Title I instructors assigned to teach n onpublic stu-
dents have. the same number of years experience as thOse
teaching public schoolTitle I students (5.5 years).

Nonpublic Title I.instructors,meet slightly more fre-
quently with theregular classroom 'teacher to coordi-

nate instruction.

Over three-fourths of the nonpublic Title I students
(78 percent) receive all of their Title I instruction-
at the nonpublic school they attend; only 4 percent of
the districts serve at least some of their nonpublic
Title I students aet,neutral sites, and even fewer (2

percent) rise mobile vans.

Estimates of the per-pupil expenditures within a dis4
tiict for Title I services to public and nonpublid
students vary widely across districti. In the 16 sites
from which such estimates were derived, the estimates'
range from one district which spent, on average, 87
percent more funds on each nonpublic student than on
each 'public school student to one district which spent
only about a fourth of the resources on nonpublic
students than itIpid on public sdhool students on a *".

per-pupil basis.

If nonpublic students live in states with constitutional or

legal limitations for serving nonpublic students, and that are

not-!one of the two bypass states, they are likely to have less

comparable services than-nonpublic students in states without

such rulings. In .a sizeable number of districts they might be

taught outside the nonpublic school, most frequently i 'the

public schools.

The report concludes That the statute and regulations do not

contain adequate provisions for ensuring, that districts maintain

4
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the kinds of records and accountirig procedures trassessing

whether nonpublic students are receiving their fair share of

Title I services.

xvi
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NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN
TITLE I, ESEA PROGRAMS:

A QUESTION OF "EQUAL" SERVICES

INTRODUCTION

Low-achieving g udents attending nonpublid sohools are

accorded important guarantees in both TitleI of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act* [ESEA] and its successor, Chapter 1

of the Education Consolidation and ImProvement Act** [ECIA]. -.

Both laws require that, within a district, educationally deprived

children who attend nonpublic schools and who live in a/Title I/.

Chapter 1 project area should have the same opportunity tb
4

receive federally funded compensatory education services as their

public school counter/parts. Further, both laws prescribe that

within a district the expenditures from these programs "shall be

equal" for public and nonpublic school students, "taking into'.

account theopmber of children,to be served and the special edu-

cationalneeds of such children" (§130(a), P.L. 95- 561'and

§557( ), P.L. 97-35).***

.

*Hereafter referred to as Title I.

**Hereafter referred to as Chapter 1, or ECIA.

4
***If a state or district is prohibited by law from serving eli-
gible nonpublic tudents in the Title I or Chapter 1 program, or
if it has subs ntially failed to provide such services, the U.S.
Secretary. of E ucation may invoke bypass procedures (§130(b),
P.L. 95-561 and §557(b), P.L. 97-35). Under the bypass proce-
dures, the Secretary contracts with a private contractor to
provide program services to nonpublic school children. In the
1980-81 school year, nonpublic school students received Title I
services under the bypass provision in two states--Missouri and
Virginia. These students accounted for only 2.4 percent of the
nonpublic students in the Title I program. Comprehensive treat-
ment of Title I services to nonpublic students in bypass states
is beyond the scope) of this report, although nonpublic school
figures cited include students and services in these two states.

16



This special report has two basic purposes. The first is

t(;) describe the level ,of nonpublic school student participation '

in the Titje I program during the 1981-82 school year and assess

whether nonpublic students are receiving an equita 1 share of

Title resources.* Two research questions are addressed to

focus this aspect of the analysis:

Do educationally deprived children attending nonpublic

schools have the same opportunities to receive prdgram

services as their public school counterparts?

Once in the program, do nonpublic school students

receive services of comparable quality and intensity as,

those received by public school students?

In addressing these two questions, this paper emphasizes within-
,

district comparisons between public and nonpublic school students

since Congress spepified in both Title I and Chapter 1 that ser-

vices to nonpublic school students should be comparable thin a

district.

The second purpose of this special, report is to dentify and

examine variables which affect the access of nonpubl c students

to Title I services and the quality of program servi s r ceived

by nonpublic school students. Two typesof factors could influ-

ence nonpublic participation in the Title I program: district

characteristics outside the immediate control of Federal policy-

makers ( .g., district size, urbanicity, state, or regional

*The study is limited to Title I programs for the educationally

disadvantaged and does not address the separate Title I programs

for migrant, handicapped, or neglected and delinquent children.

2
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locption) and those which could be affected by additional techni-
m

cal assistance or modifieations program requitements (e.g.,

state or dis-erict-level administrative,pokities or procedu;es).

This anafysis examines the influence of both'types_of variables

on nonpublic students' access to Title I services. It also

) *
.examines methodological difficulties in assessing whether non-

public students are receiving their fair share of Title r
4

resources. The final section of

locally developed administrative

,the report describes some

procedures and policies tor

enhancing nonpublic school student participaio4 in Title I/

Chapter .1 projects.*

SOME METHODOLOGICAL NOTES

This section briefly outlints the search methodOlOgy of

this study for collecting data on:j.ile participation of nonpublic

school students in Title I. Particular attention is placed on

the methodology of the present study because of methodogical

problems of the previous national study of nonpublic student

involvement in Title I (Vitullo-Martin, 1977) and the inherent

difficulties of researching nonpublic school students' involve-
f

ment in Federal education programs (School Management Services,

1981).

*Effective management strategies for enhancing nonpublic school
student participation in Title I/Chapter 1 programs will also be
the'-focus of a series of descriptive reports planned for publica-
tion by Advriced Technology for the U.S. Department of Education
in September 1983.



The only major national

lic students was conducted in the 1976-77 school year by Thomas

Vi-Nullo-Martinfor the National Institute:Of Education's [NIE]

Compensatory Education Study. An interim,- unpublished report

from' this substudy concluded that Title I services fdr nonpublic'

school students are substantively inferior -tit) those received by

public, school students. The unreleased eport stated, for exam-

d.

pie:

,

y of Title I services to nonpub-

Title I classps are larger- for nonpublic-

sdhool students

Nonpublic school students receive an 'average

of J. hour of Title I instruction per, week (18

percent of the services given' public partiCi-

rantS)

The least qualified teachersthose with

lower degrees,, less experience, and part-time

status--are typically assigned to nonpublic

school students (Vitullo-Martin, 1977, p. i).

NIE,-AOwever, did` not cite the .results Of-thit substudy in its

Jilnal reports to, Congress .during the 1978 reauthorization of -)
',

J

.

Title,' I'largelybecause of the substudy's.questionlole sampling,

and data collection.design.*

*From interviews with Paul Hill and Iris ROtherg, Director and

Deputy Director of the NIE Compehsatory Education Study. Indivi-

duals supporting 'the validity' of the substudy deSign-have argued

that political rather than methodological reasons motivated-NIE's

decision not to report the results of the study to Congresp. NIE

did finally release a revised report from the subsiOdy in 1979,

but after the congressional deliberations on the 1978.'Title I

Amendments.

19



The Te'ti I. District Practices Study* was structured to

avoid-some ofilthe methodological problems of the Vitullo-Martin

substudy after.consideration of suggestions advanced in a report.

on this topic submitted to the National Center for Education

Statistics [NCES] entitled "Short-Term/Long-Term RecommendatiOns

for the Collection of. Data on the Participation of Private Schoo
4

Students in Selected Federal Education Programs" (School Manage-

ment Services, 1981). The District Practices Study used t

folowing data collection strategies to cross-validate f ndings:

. .

A mail questionnaire sent to Title I Directors in over
2,000 randomly selected school districts

rtructured interviews and document reviews in°100
ationally representative Title ._I districts**

Indepth case studies in 20 specially selected Title I

districts

Both public and nonpublic school Principals, Title I teach-

ers, Nand regular classroom teachers were interviewed as part of

the 100 site visits to a nationally repreSentative sample of

districts. Data from these.sitPdVate . used to report student and

school selection procedures and to coMpare the services received

*Hereafter referred-to as. the District Practices Study or. DPS.

The final Summary Report (fall 1982)-of the District Practices
Study presents the study methodology and the rationale for this
data collection approach in greater detail.]

**During these representative site visits, 94 public and 44 non-,

public Principals, 90 public and 38 nonpublid Title I teachers,
and 93 public' and 44 nonpublic regular classroom teachers were

interviewed. In addition, documentary and interview data were

collected from al.most,300 district-level public and nonpublic
school officials in these 100 sites:N

5
20



we

by public and nonpublic students. To obtain more indept infor-

mation about the factors which, appear to either enhance or

tract fro* full participation of nonpublic school students in

.Title I, 20 specially selected Title I districts Were visited for

3 days by experienced 2-person. teams., These districts were

selected to ylld (1) broad geographical
representation, (2) 4

range.in size, (3) a variety of examples of effective non-
. -

public involvement, (4) problems with such participation, or (5)'

unique approaches for involving nonublic students. NOminations

.were received from Title I program officials, state Title I

Coordinators, Technical.Assistance Centers [TAC] staffs, and

minpublic school organizations.*

General enrollment data for the pdblic and.nonpablic sectors

were obtained from NOES: National Title I enrollment data used

in this, special report are those reported by the Title I program

office'. Both of these data sets are integrated with results from

this study.

Unfortunately, these three data sets have inherent limita-

tions for assessing whether nonpublic students have equal access

to Title I services. District; ardhdiocesan, and, other non-

public attendance areas are rarely coterminous. However, one of

*Regional and enrollment size categories,are defined in Appendix.

A. Appendix B summarizes the distribution of the districts

selected for this special purpose sample according to size of

enrollment, region, and metropolitan status.



the impot ant factors in determining whether nonpublic and\public

school stud nts are receiving comparable Title I services is the

size of .t.:he pbol of nonpublic students in Title I project areas:

Even if such figures were readily available, one would have

to determine not oniy the size of the nonpubjsic student popula
.

tion within Title I project areas but also the number, of eligible

(i.e., "educa.tionally deprivecr) nonpublic.student6 in these

areas. If the number of eligible nonpublic students in an area

could be obtained, then 'a comparison could, be made within a

district across public and norlaublic populations to determines

whether the 'same percentage of eligible educationally deprived

students are served in the public and nonpublic school popula-

tions. For example, if 30 percent, of the eligible public school

students were receiving Title 'I services, in a particular dis-

trict, equal access for nonpublic students would be achieved for

nonpublic students in that district when 30 percent of the eligi-

ble nonpublic students were served in the program.

Participating Title I districts, however must report'tlze

number of nonpublic students served by Title I to their states.

They do not have to report the number of nonpublic students eli-

gible for Title I' but not served. The law does not grant school

district officials the authority to require such information from

nonpublic schools. Thus, in most instances it is not possible to



obtain comparisons across public end ,nonpublic districts for the
0

number of students who are eligible but note served,*

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS' ACCESS TO TITLE 'I '.SERVICES

'A National Context: Cross-Time Comparisons

Over 5 million students were enrolled in private elementary

and secondary s-chools durin4,school year 1979-80 or nearly 11

percent of the total elementary and.secondary enrollment in the

United States (see Appendix C). The Department of Education [ED]

4

reported that 192,944 nonpublic school students or about 3.8

percent of the total nonpublic enrollment were receiving Title I

services in that school year. By comparison, 12.5 percent of the

c almost 41 million publicelementary and secondary students were

participating in the Title I program that year

Cross-time comparisons (1976-79) of public and nonpublic

school student participation rates in the Title I program indi-
i

'cate that pubLic school students' access to Title I services has

increased 'much more rapidly than nonpublic students' access to

the program. Table 1. reveals that in the. 1976-77 school year,

10.6 percent of all elementary/Secondary students in public'
.

.
6

. .

.

.

.....,

,

schools participated in. Title I. By the 1979-80 school year the

public school student participation rate jumped to 12 &5 percent;.

*See Midhael Gaffney and Daniel Schember, "Current Title I School

and Student Selection Procedures and Implications for Implement-

ing Chapter 1, ECIA," another special report in this series, for

a more comprehensive discussion of the requirements and district

practices relating to student selection into the Title I program.



TABLE 1

NATIONAL,. CROSS-TIME pARTICIPATnN RATES. FOR
NONPUBLIC AND PUBLIC, SCHOOL STUDENTS IN.

TITLE I 13ROGRAM

Number of nonpublic
school Title I
participants*

Number of nonpublic
elementary/secondary
students

Percent of elemen7
tary/secondaiy
_nonpublic school
'students in Title
I (participation
rate)

Number of public
school Title I
participants*

Number of public
elementary/secon-
dary'students

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR
1976-77- 1979-80 CHANGE.

,

185,539

5,166,858**

1924994 : 4% +

5,028,865***

Percent of elemen-
taryfsecondary

schON. std-
dents in Title I
(Pa'rticipation 'rate)

3.6%

4,692,098

3.8%

2.7% -

5.6% +

5,099,571 8.6% +

P-:
44,317-,0p0 **.

10.6%

0i949,000***,

12.5% '174% +'

*Source: U.S;-;. Department of Education, "197) Performance
Reports"_andt"1980 PerfOrmance RePort6,". regulat school term,
excludingchildren in local institutions' forthe neglected or.

delinquent.;

**Source: NCES, Private Schools. in American Education, 1981.

***Source: NCES, "A Compaidson of Selected Characteristics of

Private and Public Schools," mimeographed, June 1982.



an increase of almost 18 pqrcent over this four-year period. In

comparison, the nonpublic student participation rate grew by less

than 6 percent over this same time period. Similiarly, while the

number of nonpublic Title I students increased by 4 percent from

1976-79, this growth rate-was less than half of the increased

.

growth rate for public school students (8.6 percent).

Relationship between Nonpublic Student Participation in Title I'

and 'Nonpublic Enrollment. Patterns, by Region and Vrbanicity

These overall national trends,- however, mask significant

differernces for nonpublic students' enrollments

ical regions and for urbe 'and rural districts.

across geograph

Title I

nonpublic enrollments are strongly correlated with overall

nonpublic enrollment along tiese dimensions.* For example, in

Northeast/central city districts more than 20 percent of all

students attend private schools, whereas in nonmetropolitan

diStricts in the West less than 3 percent of all elementary and

sebonclary students' are enrolled in private schools. Similar

differences are evident in nonpublic student participation in

Title I. That is, in Nortlieast/central city locations, 1.1.5
=

percent of the Title I students are in nonpublic schools, whereas

in nonmetropolitan areas in the'South and West only 1.5 petcent

of the .Title ..I participants attend nonpublic schools. (See

*Correlation coefficients of .77 along, the urbanicity dimension

and .94 along the regional dimension are both statistically

significant at Ex .01.
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Appendix D for a more compl5te portrayal of the%otal private

school enrollment levels and Title I nonpublic student partici-

pation rates across the two dimensions of region and urbani-

city.).

Reiationship between Nonpublic Student Participation in Title I
and District Size

Nationwide, approximately 25percent of the'Title I dis-
,

tricts serve nonpublic students. -in he..Title I prc ram. As might

be expected, significant differences are observed across dis-

tricts with differ6nt totaLenrollments. Only 17 percent of.

small Title I districts serve nonpublic students, whereas,44

large Title I

'.

percent of medium districts, and 6a percent of the

districts serve nonpublic student

More importantly, there are also significant differences

across different sized districts in the percent of Title I

districts which report having nonpublic students residing in the

Title I attendance areas. Figure 1 shows that across the coun-

try 45 percent of the Title I districts have nonpublic students

residing in Title I attendance areas. .However, 33 pek.cent of

small clistricts, 75 percent of medium districts, and lip percent

of large districts with Title 'I programs report having nonpublic

enrolled in'Title I attendance areas.

*District size is based on
Market Data Retrieval. File
students; medium = 2,500-9,
students.

total district enrollment derived from
(revised.9/5/80): sn'all = 1-2,499
999 students; large = 10,000-or more
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.



Only 56 percent of the Title I districts, nationwide, with

nonpublic students residing in Title I attendance areas serve

such students. Again, there are significant differences across

different sized districts. As illustrated in Figure 2, approxi-

mately half (49.7 percent) of such small districts serve nonpub-

lic etudents; .59 percent of medium and 78 percent of the large

districts with nonpublic students residing in Title I attendance

areas serve nonpublic students in the Title I program. Even

though these variances are observed across different sized dis-

tricts, it is notable that even in large districts, over one-

fifth (22 percent) of the Title I districts with nonpublic

students residing in Title I attendance areas do not serve

nonpublic students in the Title I program. It is 'also worth

noting that.the percent of Title I districts serving nonpublic

students residingtin Title I attendance areas declined from 59

percent to 56 percent between 1978 and 1982.*

*During the 1976-77 school year NIE reported that' 43 percent of

the Title I districts with nonpublic studerits provided services

to any nonpublic students (1977, p. 15). It is importabt to
explain how this percentage differs from those reported 1,n this

paper.', The District Practices Study agked whether districts with
students living in Title I attendance areas but attending nonpub-
lic schools provided programs to nonpublic students. "About 56
percent of these districts, on average, did provide such ser-

vices. The NIE study may have included districts that did have
nonpublic students who lived'in a Title I district 'but who did-

not reside in a Title. I attendance area. This would .have lowered
their estimated perCentage of districts offering euch,services.

, consequently, it cannot' be concluded ;that there hAkbeen a sub-

j stantial increase in Ole proportion of districts serving eligible

nonpublic,:students.
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The District Practices Study wanted to discern why eligible

nonpublic students were not being served in local,school district

Title I programs. To answer this question, attempts.were made at
4E1

the 20 case study sites to interview at least 1 Principal of a

nonpublic school in a high poverty area but with no students

participating in the Title I program. The results of these

inquiries.) however, were inconclusive. Most (63 percent) of the

129 nonpublic Principals without Title I--served itudents in the

1981-82 school year who were interviewed did have students par-

ticipating in the program in previous years. Most' of,these

Principals expressedsatisfaction with the services their pre=

viously, Title I-eligible students had received and hoped to

regain such services in subsequent years for eligible students.

These students had lost their eligibility either because of

demographic shifts within the district or because they did not

meet the low-achievement criteria during the 1981-8? school year.

Especially independent schools, even in poverty areas, often have

adm'ssions standards which result in selection of only high-

a llieving ,students, and therefore have few, if any, Title I

igible students.

Thus, in only 7 of the 20 case study districts were non-

.
public Principals interviewed who had either decided not to

accept. Title I services or who had not been informed of the

availability of these services by public schbol officials. The

six Principals declining Title I services offered a number of

reasons for opting out of the progi.am ranging from philosophical

32
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beliefs of their denominations to not believing the quantity or

qualip, of Title I services justified the associated admini-

strative encum4ranceb. One administrator of a Baptist-supported

school, for example, expressed his apprehension about public

r

lands for private schools when he "conjectured, "I don't believ

the Government is, capable of giving money without telling you how

to cperate your business." Even in this small sample of six

Principals,theconcevnabout"strings"
associated with accepting

public funds was a persistent theme. One Catholic Principal

recalled that she'llad once accepted Title I funds for textbooks

and the next year She had to "report the number :of minority.

teachers and the sex of children on sports teams." Another

Catholic Principal in a large urban district refused Title I

funds because of his reservation about the pedogogical merits.of

the pullout design "required by Title I."* He also did not have

the administrative staff to process the paperwork and believed

that Title _I teachers take more time to supervise than the

regular teachers in his school..

One Principal of a nonpublic school in an tirban fringe area

of a large midwestern city reported never' receiving any inforina-
..

tion from the publicschool about Title I. Further investigation

revealed that more than one-half of the' students in this school

resided in Title I project aPeas. Since the DPS was not designed

*As,explained in Michael. Gaffney and Dan Schember's special

report on program design,, the Title I legal framework does not
4,

IP require the use of a pullout design although some districts

require the use of-this approach for all Title I programs.

16
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as a compliance stIkly, it is beyond the scope of this paper to

determine whether this was an isolated incident or an indication

of a more prevelapt pattern than our interviews revealed.

Selection-of Nonpublic School Students

Both Title I, ESEA and Chapter 1, ECIA require that, within

a district, educationally deprived dhildren residing in eligible

attendance areas should be afforded the same opportunity,to

participate in the program whether they attend public or non-

public-schools. Thus,,theDPS asked Title I Directors how they

determine whether nonpublic-schools within their districts had

students living in selected Title I areas. Specific questions

included how they determined which nonpublic schools to contact,

in what manner the contact was made, and how nonpublic students

were deemed eligible to receive the Title I services.. They were

also asked Whether these procedures had changed over the last

three years.

Almost one-fourth of the Title I Directors'in districts

which serve nonpublic students said-rthey contact only the non-
.

public schools located within Title attendance areas; an equal

percentage contact all the nonpublic' schools within the district

boundaries, usually because the district makes use of the no-wide

variance provision. Fifteen percent of the Title I Directors use

a list or directory of nonpublic schools, often compiled by the

state educational agency [SEA], to determine which scho

contact. Another 15 percent report that nonpublic school' with

eligible Title ,I students initiate contact with the dis ict.

17 34



Of the districts offering Title I services to nonpublic

students, 34 percent report using multiple means to contact

nonpublic schools. These include telephoning, correspondence,

and in-person contacts. (visits or meetings). Most of the Title

Directors (54 percent) report using only one of the previously

mentioned means of contact, with correspondence being the most

..creqiiently used method (30 percent). Other reported means of

contact are sending an annual survey to nonpublic officials and

publishing information about Title ,I in local newspapers.
-

In most (74 percent) of these districts the nonpublic school. ,

provides a list of students and/or addresses, and the district

eithep7,determines student eligibifity'or cross-checks decisions

made by AoNnpublic officials. In 21 percent of the districts,

nonpublic officials determine which nonpublic students reside in

Title I attendance areas.

Most districts (95.percent) report no change in the last

three years in their procedures for determining Whether nonpublic

schools had students who live in Title I attendance areas.

Districts were also asked about their procedures for Select-

ing nonpublic student-sto receive Title I help. The most fre-

quent response (45 percent) was that the same standardized

achievement test(s)'are used for both public and nonpablic school

students; 17 .percent of the districts report that nonpublic

school stulents are'tested with a different standardized achieve

.

ment measure. Over half-of the districts. (53 percent) use the

same cut-off scores or criteria for both]public and nonpublic,

18



-11 percent report using different cut-off scores, .and the

remaining districts use different tests or other selection

procedures. Where districts use teacher judgment in the public

schools for selecting program participants, such judgments are

almost always used'in selecting nonpublic students as well.

TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC SCHOPL STUDENTS: WITHIN-DISTRICT
COMPARISONS TO SERVICES RECEIVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

In order to obtain descriptions of Title I services to non-

public students which take into account the within-district com-
,4

parative standard established in. Title I and. Chaptee 1 legisla-

tion, interview and documentary data were collected from both

public and nonpublic school .officials in 47 sites in a represen-

tative sample and 20 specially selected'districts. The statisti-

cal public/nonpublic comparisons presented in this section are
4
based on data from the sample of 100 representative sites, and

interpretations are based on data collected in'representative

sate and specially selected districts. Supporting statistical

data are summarized in Appendix E. For within-district analyses,

P. data reported by nonpublic officials on services to nonpublic

Title, I students are compared to similar data collected Irom

public school officials on services to public school students.

The reader, however, should be cautioned against strictly

interpreting these comparisons as representing national trends

for at least three reasons. First'', only 47 of the districts in

e representative site visit sample offered services to non-
,

blic, school students. On the other hand, since most t-nonpublid

19.



students are served in large districts and since the study

intentionally oversarapled large districts in the representative

site visit sample, the nonpublic/public comparisons presented are

likely to provide reliable comparative
descriptions for a sub-

stantial proportion of the nonpublic students served in the Title

I program. Second, while the sample was selected to offer a

nationally representative portrayal of local Title I district

practices, the subsample of these districts offering services t

ndnpublic students may not be entirely representative of the

distriCts offering Title .I services to such dhildren since this

subsample was not drawn`` from the universe of districts, serving

nonpublic students. Third, persons interviewed in the nonpublic,

schools were not selected on a strictly random basis. Consider-

ations such as staff availability and making nonpublic school

contacts through Public school officials precluded' a strict ran-1

dom selection of nonpublic school officials.
- .

It should also be emphasized An assessing the Title I ser-

vices received by nonpublic students that the Title I legislation

specifies that districts should take into account: the 'special

educational needs of nonpublic school children. The House Report

accompanying tile 1978 Title I Amendments ekpresses the view that

these needs=couid.be cinite
diiferent'Irom,those of public school

children (H.R. 1
Rep. 1137; '-95th Cong. 2'd Sess. at 32 '(1978)).

In practice, however, districts rarely behave: as if monpub-

lic school students have needi-different from those of public

_school students. Districts rarely offer substantively different

7



programs for nonpublic and public school students, and when they

do, it is often due,to state constitutional restrictions or

organizational factors either within the district or nonpublic

sector(s). For example, cone district's nonpublic school students'

did no receive Title math services because its Title I math

.currIculum did not match that of the Catholic schools it served.

When grade level differences are observed, they normally reflect

the grade level groupings of each sector.

Services are described in, terms of amount, class size, in

tensity (class size, and pupil-to-instructor ratios),.staff quali

fications, coordination with the regular program, and location of

Title I instruction.

Weekl Amount of Title I Instruction

-

Nonpublic school receiveeceive 2.63 hours of title

instruction per week, on average. Their public school counter-

parts, on:the other hand, spend an average' Of 4,0 ho'ursaweek
.1 .

Title I. Nonpublic students, then, Spend one-third-less time in

4
the Title program thane their public school counterparts.

..-Less time in the Title I class probably results in di:an-

ished services, for nbnpublic school 'siudents. The case study

data, suggest., that two fattOrs most often appear to lea to less,

time in-Title I- for nonpublic students: (1) shorter,class,

periods in nonpublic schools, especially in those havingreligion

classes, and (2). tlwariPtructi:dhal.tin0 lost wheitz:thd-'-'41h#rally
.:;...',-,4,..,:.

,.;.: . 4I, ,-,4,., ,,.., - , .,, - .; 44,

more itinerant nOnPUt46.-!Titie I..tinstructorsv,.Move.between'schoOls
, ,,,

during.a(d),ass .day.-



Class:Size andPupil-to-Instructok RatiO

The average number. of students' in nonpUblic Title I classes.

is 6.4 compared to 9.8 in public schools. Thesmaller Title I

class'size in nonpublic schools (34 percent smaller), however,

shoUld be viewed in light of differential staffing patterns

o1 served in public and nonpublic Title I classrooms.. Public

Title I classes are more likely to be staffed with a Certified

teacher and an aide'than are thO.Ttl I classes in nonpublic

schools. Since staffing patterns are often determined by the

number of eligible Title I students at a school, most nonpUblic

rs

Title I' schools qualify for only a part-time or full-time

teacher.
, .

The pupil-to-instructor ratio is quite low ,fOr both ptiblic

.

.(4.5 ''to 1) and nonpliblic (3.8-W1) Title I classes. Not only is

the pupil-to-instructor ratio slight1y1Oler in nonpublic Title I

clades, nonpublic Title I students are more likely to be taught

by a certified teacher rather than an instructional aide.- A,com-A

mon theme'eXpressed in case study visits is that since there is

less.tpporttnlit ,pollblic officials f,to supervise instructors in

the nbnPliblit'Titie"I classes, certified t'eachers are preferable

for,ensuringigh::quality instruction.

Instructor Experience and Qualifications =2;

Title inStructors assigned to teachOonpublic school

students-andhose teaching public school'dtudent6,4..on'average,

haVe taught the same number of years in the Title I program,



Most" Principals in 1DOth public and nofiptiblic pc:as are
F e

. . .

,,satisfied with the "Title I instructional : staff wor)cing.-,ih" their

building . Wire ,
nonpublic. school Principals, however , reg is ter

some discontent over their .present Title `I staff than do public
.

sdhool Principals J16 percent vs". percent).

Coordination of Title I Instruction with the Regular School
.Curriculum

et
o

The: prevalence of, the pUllout:dedrgn. for Title I instruction

can create the potential for scheduling 'ankother logistical

problems`roblehls 16/7 'the 1-iagular classroom. t:4civor-!,7111p9st Oriewwfourth.

-
of the 15tiblig school c las Sr oom teachers . report problems ; a

slightly smaller, but sizeable,,percent (26,Vercent) of the

onpublic achets register similar CoMplaints-411he classroom

teachers in the nonpublic ' school also meet slightly more fre-

quently with the Title 1 instructors' than do -their public school
1

counterparts. For example 70 percent of the nonpublic Title I

4 1

ins tru&bors _vs_._59 pe rce t of the pub lic Title I teachers report

meeting at least once every other Week Such

usual ly infortnal and frequency

c.

. .4 .

attributed. to the:4malle j s' ze of nonpublic schools and the
I.

interactions area

can -be partial ly

greater ogeneity of-sta

Title I InstructionLocatiorOpf.

in these schools.

Exce

ffoM tead4

of Titl e

# en
- t- "),

.

states per' lic school instructors

nonpublioyte ri%sohools, the location -,

truct ion is Virpnally identical in public and non-,

Almost two-thirds of the public ,(63,percent)

23
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onpublic (61 schools,.

egular' classroom to anok, er room in
.

'a,

'instruction.

f their.

for Title I..

at least six states, or in rent .o the "distridts
%- -

the stud s;, mail questionnaire sample; lest some portion of

the nonpublic students receive their T410'Ijnstruction at a

place other than the nonpublic school '.at,terad during the
.

regular school year. , The alternative site most frequently rt
? -

pul.liic school, but this public school site' is usimlly used for

Wto,lic students receipt of remedial summer ,pchool instrUc7

tion. In at least four states, however, at least half of the

Title I districts serve nonpublic Title I students in the public

school during the regular school term. This is usually, motivated

by constitutions, laws,, legal interpretations which prohibit

v
public school staff:Irbm-tpachins. in the ,,nonpublic schools .

e . . 4 4-;

I 1/7

Districts rarely'` use neutral sites mobile vans to accom-

modate etidpe..ita'te-;.imposed restrictions. Nationwide, 4 percent
_

.
..

the distr1.4'.4s serve at least some of their nonpublic Title I
c"!0 , c

sttlaents. neutral sites, ando even fewer .iiistrf..Crta',,(2 percent)

use mobile vans

Subjects ,.'and Grade Levels

full discussion of patterns

-Offered and grade levels served in
.,-.

;')"'

observed in ,the:-Subject "matter

nonpublic Title I schools is -0,
.

not possible within the scope of this paper. , These patterns,
.I., .,,,

Ait:A40PXJ:are discussed in some detail, in SectionaIII of he

tiebart-Ment of EducatiOn's March- 1982 1.ieport to Congress"
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(pp. 10-16) . These state-reported data will be contiarea '() those

collected in "thith study, and detailed analyses will be presented

in the!Disixict'Practices Study's Summary Report (fall 1982).

A QUESTION OF "EQUAL" EXPENDITURES

Both Title I and Chapter 1 require. that a district's Title I

expenditure for eligible nonpublic students shall be equal"

that received by their public school counterparts, taking in

account the number of eligible nonpublic children and their

special educational needs.

Neither law .nor regulations, however, require that dis-
.

.
.z:=-

tracts record or report expenditures on either a per- il basis

,.
,

or a disaggregat.ed basis, according to public/nonpublic .enroll-
)1i-- . .% \

,

'1,- pknts. Thus, per- pupil expenditure data are difficult to collect

from districts. Even when available, such figures are difficult

to interpret because distric ,,widely varying accounting

methods.and costing assumitions,ilbecause ofyariances of cost-

of-living standards andArnimr4Wother reasons Breaking down

per-pupil estimates into public and nonpublic per-pupil expendi7.

ture categories confounds both the data collection and interpre-

tation processes.

Given the per-pupil expenditure focus of the Title I ,and

Chapter 1' requirements for serving, nonpublic school studhtse but

also,considering of the attendant methodological problems, th

DPS attempted to collect per-pupil expenditure estimates for

public and nonpublicfstudents only at the 20 indepth case study
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sites. Thus, from the zta#;:these bddge data Wei..e likely to

reflect the biases associated. with the'nomination criteria (dis-

cussed previously in the section "Some'MettiodolOgical Notes").

Expenditure data were obtained'from' . of the 20 districts

Ttle- Mdthads-used
to-derive these estiftates, however, varied.

widely. Two or three of these districts actually kept detailed

separate records for their public and nonpublic expenditures.

Even In these districts%, no attempt had been made to cost out

overhead costs such'as budget, application, and evaluation

,,:-preparation for public and nonpublic schools. Most districts

without ty4g. separate public/nonpublic accounts derived esti-

mates through various approaches oE.:qategorizing instructional

services, auxiliary services, adMinistrative costs, and other

expenditures. Still others made only "best estimates. "* Thus,

the data should be interpreted cautiously. .

The data collected, despite their limitations, do represent

the result _;.of a.systematic process to collect participation and

expenditurb data for within-district public/nonpublic compari-

sons.:':-Tabke 2 portrays the diverse patterns of participation and

of nonpublic students across geographical regions and in

/\ districts, with varying degrees of urbanicity. To .protect the

districts' .idthtity, district names are not.presented; however,

*Upon, completion of a preliminary analysis of the .participant and

expenditure data from these sites,ifollow-up phone calls were

made to some of the .visited sites to check particularly high -or

low per-pupil expenditure estimates;
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TABLE 2.

NONPUBLIC CASE STUDY PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE COMPARISONS
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Table 2 (cont.)
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significant digits to protect the identities

the calculations.

**Estimates

***Includes concentrationgrant

***noes not include carryover

*****See definitions in Appendix A

200 140

11,800 1,337

700 133

12,900 1,455

r.
N/A N/A

1
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aE E a0
3 if- r- 1- 3 4.)
0. 4-) 4-) (1 U

V1 CI. (t) It
S.LU 3LU
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Cl. 11) 11) O. CD
'S. S. S.-03 CD3 (.)3V1

.1- 4-) 0. 4P .1- 4-) 41)
r-

=; 4-C 3CE
W r- CI) C1/ .r-

C a .a C CL 4-)

ZLLI
O X .3X XV)

CLUJ ZOUJUJ

535 673 .79

300 484. , 670 .72

12,000 565 800 '.70

294 350 554 I
.63

14,291 455 826 .55

146 .226 849 .27

I
20,680 .623

1,571

742

11,079

5,578

N/A 10 .428

but to protect its identity, only the calculations based on

districts, expenditure estimates' have been rounded to two

of these districts. Actual estimates, however, were used in
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three-part descriptor identifies the districts by their geogra-

phical region, metropolitan status, and total enrollment size.

The districts are arrayed according the ratio of nonpublic to

public per -pupil expenditure, within a district (Column VIII).

An estimated value of 1.0 for this nonpublic per-pupi .expendi-

ture factor would indicate parity between nonpublic/ ublic esti-

mates; less than 1.0, a lower estimate fOr nonpublic Per-pupil

expenditures; greater than 1.0, a higher per-pupil expenditure

-estimate for nonpublic students..

Among the.16 districts, the nonpublic per-pupil expenditure

factor ranges from 1.87 (District 1) to a low of .27 (DA:itrlct

16). That is, in District 1, nonpublic students receive 87:4,per-

cent more Title I

counterparts. On

'-'in:Dli.sprkct 16 receive

funds, on average, than tVeir public':pphool
;.;

the,!other hand, nonpulTj:tIp:.;.1:-::'.0tudente

ourt11 4:ittrAOTikeOuFqes

received by public school'Title I 'student4,::%9n avei4ge..

districts with smlie'r Title I budgets (lesethan $90,000) tend

to have lower nonpUblic, per-pupil expenditure ratios.

The dominant aspect of the array, however, is the diversity

not only in terms of divergent nonpublic/public allocation pat-

terns but also of participation-levels. For instance, 1 out of

every 4 Title I students in District 13 is a nonpublic student,

whereas Only 1 out of 100 Title I participants attend a non-
,

public school in Dist Even though this district has the

lowest .nonpublic participation level, its' estimated nonpublic

29
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per-pupil expenditure factor shows an almost equal expenditure,

on average, ,between nonpublic/public school students.

In order to,determine if districts had changed the propor-

tion of their fttle I budget spent on nonpublic tudents, Title I

Directors were asked in the mail questionnaire about any changes

in their allocation of. Title I resources between 1978 and 1981,.

'About 9 percent of the Directors reported an increase of at

least 10 percent; on the other hand, 8 percent reported a decline.

of this magnitude. The preponderance of districts offering Title

I services to nonpublic students reported less than a 10 percent,

change in either direCtion (see Appendix F).

As discussed*earlier the Title I/Chapter 1 legal framework

does not contain provisions which require districts to report

expenditures disaggregated by public and nonpublic schools. Even

if districts kept records which permitted within-district public

and nonpublic per-pupil cost comparisons, other factors_would .

confound assessments of whether nonpublic students are receiving

their fair share of the Title I budget, according to the legisla-

tive yardstick. The legislatiori pecifies that, in addition to

the number of students, districts should consider the special

needs of nonpublic student's, which conceivably could be quite

different from those of the public school students within a

district.

To determine the extent to which nonpublic school students'

needs were being taken into account in designing Title I pro-

grams, nonpublic school Principals in the case study sample with

47
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students served by Title I were asked (1) whether nonpublic off i-

cials provided sdbstantive input into decisl.ons about student

selection criteria, grades served, program design model used

(e.g., pullout vs. inclass), and which subjects were, emphasized

in the Title I program, and (2) whether their comments made much

of a difference in the kinds of services nonpublic students

received. Just over half of the nonpublic Principals had any say

over student selection criteria (54 percent) and grades served

(55 percent). LesS than one-third reported any input into the

model used (30 percent)

NonlYablic

,

ercent.

and which subjects were,

diocebed.), - districtS with staff who insist on

airing some say in tliietnatters were more than twice* as likely

in the publicto have a different mix of 'ervices

school Title

ferende, or Ohilnation
41public, schogl administrators: One nun' observatiL, "We're just

°gram.' H In general,

about these

from those

however, reluctance, indif-

atters reigned-among non-

glad to get, th blp we do, " reflects

in vi s :t.J,ect 7sLt.ed,,

ri aske'

no4.
argd1:147),

which

studei
said th

,

needs ". 't:$4,c.cnoniu

prevalent attitude,, found

different mix of rvicea ,t

public school administrators

of not living up to the 1

f- they provide nonpublic school:

public school students it .douldAD

into account the "special educational

/Its . If, the other hand,

31.
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mix of services were to7-be offefed,

services" were notes provided.
2-;.

might appear that.'"equal

The main;complaints of nonpublic school officials, however,

have less to do with the level. of services provided than with the

processes or rules governing such decisions? High on nonpublic

school officials' complaint list is the statutory prohibition

against providing services to nonpublic students living outside

the Title I attendance areas. (29 percent
. 7of nonpublic Principals

interviewed). Paperwork and other administr tive burdens are

also a frequent source of nonpublic school fficials' dissatis-

,

faction with Title I (21 percent of nonpublic Principals

interviewed). The most prevalent complaint lodged against local

Title I administrators is that they do not involve nonpublic

administrators in key program design, staffing, or allocation

decisions (32 percent of nonpublic Principals interviewed).

On the other hand, almost three-fourths (72 percent) of the

nonpublic Principal& interviewed see a benefit in the program's

focus on providing kupplementary services to students furthest

behind in school. Over half of the nonpublic Principals (56

percent) feel that the special deSiqd features of the progrthrt

.g., qualified staff,-small group or individual instruction;

remedial materials) contribute to incrpased academic progress for

students, served by the program'.

EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
,

Given the diversity of settings and circumstances sur-

rounding public and nonpublic decision making, no single set. Hof'':

3.2
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management practices can be universally deemed effective in all

districts. Certain strategies under, certain conditions, however,

do appear to enhance nonpublia school participation and the level

of services they receive This section-briefly outlines a few of

these management strategies identified in our case study sites.

Large and medium districts sometimes employ with Title I

fuhils, usually on a,part-time' basis, an individual responsible

for ensuring equitable participation, of pligible nonpublic stu-

dents. Variously referred to as the nonpublic liaison, coordi-

'nator, or representative, this person facilitates communication

between nonpublic and district personnel and strives to ensure

smoother delivery of Title I services to, nonpublic schools and

students. The responsibilities of the liaison/coordinator are,

varied, depedding upon the needs of the district and the scope'of

the liaison role within thedistriqt; they, however, often

include supervision of nonpublic Title I staff, student evalu-

ation and selection, program design, information dissemination
6

and training, and coordination between Title I staff in public

and nonpublic schools.... Districts utilizing a nonpublic liai-

son / coordinator frequently report ithproved delivery of nonpublic
A

services because of this institutionalized role.

A prevalent problem id the delivery of Title I service; to

nonpublic school students is the requirement in many states of a

minimum class size. Failure to,have the minimum number of eligi-
,

ble students may deny Title I services, to one or two eligible

stUdents in a nonpublic school. One district solved this problem'

by establishing a conveniently loCated,center, housed in one of

50



the nonpublic schools, where all nonpublic students receive Title

I instruction. Title I funds a bus that transports eligible

centel' for Title .I .classednonpublic studentsto and from the

held throughout the day.

An innovative solution td problems associated with'thq.pr9.-

vision of Title I services to nonpublic students in a city with

multiple school districts was iffplemented in one case study dis-

trict. Herdl fiNfe school districts located within the.Citi"fiave

.

pooledrtheirltuMan and financial resources to create a system

that greatly improved service delivery to nonpublic stUdents.

Because the public school system in this,city is nonunified,

nonpublic schools often have students who reside in public school

Title I attendance areas in several districts. As a result,

numerous public school district representatives had entered each

of the four nonpublic schools to provide Title I servides to a

small number of students. This, system was both time-consuming

and financially wasteful; it also created a very real "traffic"

problem when as many as five districts served students in a

particular nonpublic 'school.

To c mbat these problems, the five public school districts

agreed to pool their Title I funds for nonpublic school students

to create a system for the managethent of Title I seriices to

these students. The combined funds are managed by an.independent

fiscal agent who hires and supervises the project Coordinator.

In turn, the Coordinator hires Title I teachers to deliver ser-

vices to nonpublic students and supervises all aspects of the

34



_

itle I educational prOgtam,ithe,,four nonpublic ,schools

Thoilgh it is only in its seditind'year of operation, all associated

with this coordination effort

the paet-ei.tuation.

view it as &vast _improvement over

Asdicussed earlier, legal restrictions exist in some,,

te significantly impede the delivery of Title I services

to noripu814.c students Nonetheless, a few districts have deNiel-

oped eto.e:effective strategies for: improving the defivetridif

services to ndhpublic students in these leSs

stances..

than optiMal circum-

Because of a state ruling that prohibits public schoor:staff

from providing services :vin sectarian schoOit, a school district
,

in one state explored many alternativer providing. Title I

services to students in nonpublic sectarian schpol.s. In this

district, Title I reading instruction is provided via an Educa-
Y

tional Telephone Network, a two-way communication system that

enables a Title I reading teacher located in a public school' site

to carry on direct and immediate dialogue with small groups of

pupils located in the sectarian schools. Title I math and read-

ing instruction are also provided through a Computer Aided

Instruction'Project. Eligible students in the sectarian schools

receive 20 minutes of computer-aided Title I instruction eadh-

day. Although Title I students in sectarian schools clearly do

not receive services comparable to those of their public school

or nonsectarian counterpart!, efforts are made to give them as

many services as possible within the legal bodnds set for by



the state. In an environmentrWAere' leWowld be easy to proyide

rkfothing, these students are allowed at least;, limited. paricipa.-

tiori. in the Title I prdgram.

One case study district was hindered in Fits ''efforbs

vide Title/ I services to nonpublic school studeris by: a' state' law

1.6hibiting the provision of services to nonpublic'Students in

the nonpublic schools. In an efit:. to continue 'serving. non

public students, ,an Agreement was made whereby the',public., school

didtrict leases classroods din the nonpublic school ''fOr...4. ribminal..
annual fee. Title I services are provided to nonpublic "aJents

..
.9 .. ,

in these, l_ea.sd classrooms within the nonpublic schools., ,

leas'illg the -classrooms where Title I seryices:.4ie.pi.ovided, nonce

s-4udezits.,qati receive Title services on .1.13111D;lit1 prop-
.

fir; legally accommodting the state restrictiims..

While none of these strategies 'guarantees equitable' services

for nonpublic students, they do represent attempts by district

officials to .meet' the needs of these students sometimes. '",a.

legal climate that does little to en4ourage such efforts.

SUrageilW AND IMPLICATIONS.

3 Ye the focus of this spe40, report has been to Aprovikle a

descriptive overview of nonpublic school students' involveMent in

the Title I program, its findings also provide an important

empirical ba;e for informing policy considerationd.

From a national perspective,' the overall participati:on level

nonpublic school students over the last four years has 'at best



been at a steady_stete, although several'indicatorS

relative marginal,: dedline in nonpublic students' access to Title

I services. For,eXample., when viewing dhahges ih Title I non-.

public and-:publiC%ent611;ments in light of overall nonpublic and

publit'Wiri:01,1ment 'patterns between 1976 and 1980, the nonpublic
,

particiPation rate in Title I increased by less than 6.percent,

while the public_participation rate ip-TitleI increased by

almost 18 percent 'during this time Alsd the proportion of Title
, . -

I district6 serving. nonpublic students residingin ,Title.I atter'',

ance areas decline&,froM 59 percent-An 1978 to'56 Percent IA

with

At least three factors appBia:r to be most closely associated

the 'participation level of ncmpublic students Title'I

progra=.pverall ncmpublic enrollment patterns, istrict size'

states' constitutions and laws. Also, both philosphical

., separation of, church and ttate).ancl'practical (e.g, too

much paperwork) reasons are, given by nonpublic 'Principala.w
A

dho e not to.participate in Title. I. However, data from this:

.study are not sulTicient,,for,COmplete1y'explaining why 'some.

eligible nonpubiidaidentatenbt receiving Title "'I' services

Once,nonpubliStudents'are in a Ti...f.:13t.6igkaill,

district analyses suggest several patterns abdutthe ,quality of

services they 'receive in comparison to public school students:

('1) their Title classes are dhorte'r; their plass size, is
o.

smeller; (3) their pupil-tp-instructar ratio is sli'ghtly. lowerf

(4) their instructorslhave taught a similar number of years as



s.

the public 'school

teachers; and (5)

coordinated with
J

If no

teachers, but

their Title I

their regular

are,more to. be certified

,

inAruction might be better

classes.

ublic students are in states with constitutional or

legal limitations for serving, nonpUbliqr tudents and are
t "

one of the, two bypass states, they are like4Y to have less corn-

parable services than ponpublic studentsdin staleds: without such;,;
.--

not in

rulings. In. a

,u5o

. . .

sizeable.number of these. districts,,,nOnpublic'

students are ,taught outs4le'tthe n6hputjlic schooldigiost-fre4..

quently in the public

While the bypass
+;

for nonpubllc students

t-)
lic school officials in at least one of the case study

reported that the bypase procedures Were :ft9tinvoked because

schO8iS.

Prpvision may be intended

no; teceiving ;equitable

to offer recourse

services, nonpub-
i

districts,

1-4

Federal TitlecI officials insisted that alternatives;..` ad been

insuff .e
.1

y*cprored% Public and nonpublic officials in this

. /PI'.
,..

,., ...

distric
..6:,-I-recognize-that the' services to. nonpublic

p4 .,

are inferior to those of public. school students.
4 4

school:,students

Both'Sets of

officials 'AcknoWledge that this is actually a Statewfde'phenome7
4,

.44
.,

non resulting from the, state's limitations on providing publicly

supported services tioOlonpublicsstudents. Despite ingenioue
.. .,

.

effortS, these local officials, presently do not have the
-',-

necessary_ leverage or resourCed,'.to remedy these disparities

wit in the current state-level prohibitionS,. ',Thus, there

to be m_erit'in further exploring less cumbersome procedures

invoking the current bypass pio'Pisions. Sti,11, too little

a

for

is

o



.
.. ,

known about the costs and'benefits.of,the current bypass pro-

vision to recommend 'expansion of this statutory.alternatiMe
, ft,

,

There also appears to be merit in i trenghtening ,existing

reporting and, accounting reqUirementW pertainingtothe"nonPublid d':*

- .
.

t 4
41/

'
,

"equal expenditure" of Chapter 1. Both Title ,I''and'
N.

°expenditure" 4
. 0

, ,

Chapter I require that a distriCt's Title 1 expendievere for eli-
t ^.

gible noikublic students "shall be equal "" to that receive by, 4
r

. . *

their public school counterparts, taking into account the number

*

of eligible nonpublic children and 'their speciil educational
,

needs.. -Neither.law nor regulations, however, require that dis-

tricte report expenditures disaagregatecigccording to public/non-

public enrollment. Therefore, most districts do not maintain

adequate recordsfor assessing; hether nonpublic students are

receiving theirfair share of Title services.

POSSISLEPFUTURE RESEARCH
'

a

ecapse of the scarcity of .baseline descriptive data about

!nonpublic school students' access and participation in, . the Title.

a Program, this analysis 'has focused more on des_criptive rather
4z,3 0, 3

than policy questions. Significant polity questions in this area
.

still remain largely unaddreseed by research.
'r; , .. .

Such questionstinclude: What are the, costs and behefits of

'the existing bypass provision? Whi't alternative 'policy mecha-
1 ,6

nisms might be considered to 'better ensure that nonpublic schdol

students receive equitable services? Andokstill, are 'honpublic
.

.

students receiving, the 1e0ik of 'servicee'intended by law?
141.

39
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APPENDIX,A

DEFINITIONS

) Size: By total district enrollmenterived from Market
Data Retrieval File (Revised 9/5/80)

Small 1-2,499 at*ents .

Medium 2,500-9,99 -Students

Large 10,000 orlmoi.e. stude
,

,... . .

(2) Regiohs and divisions used"ty the U.S. Department of
dommei-ce, Bureau of the Census, in Current Population
Survey tabulations, as follows:

Northeast North Central

Connecticut Illinois
Maine Indiana
Massachusetts Iowa
New. Hampshire Kansas
New Jersey Michigan
Nod York Minnesota
Pennsylvania Missouri
Rhode Island Nebraska
leAlont North Dakota

Ohio.
South Dakota

South Wisconsin

Alabama
Arkansas
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

A -1

West

Alaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Hawaii
Idaho,
Montana
Nevada
New Mexido
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming



(3) Metropolitan Status designations 'are those used by the U.S.

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, in Current Popula-

tion Survey tabulations, as follows:

Central City

Urban Fringe

Nonmetro

Derived from Market Data Retrieval File (Revised 9/5/80)
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CENTRAL CITY

URBAN FRINOE:,.

a

APPENDIX B

NONPUBLIC SPECIAL PURPOSE 'SAMPLE DISTRICTS BY REGION,

METROPOLITAN STATUS, AND SIZE OF ENROLLMENT

NORTHEAST

District 1 (L)*

District 4 (L)

District 7 (L)

District 12 (L)

District 15 (M)

District 20 (M)

NORTH CENTRAL

1

District 3' (L)

District 5

District 8 Itif: 74!

District 14 4(sft);

District 16 (M)

.SOUTH'. I
WEST..

District 2 4,11-,

District 9 (LY

4ict 18 (M)

4 Al

District 17

pigtrict 19 (100
4

o ,.

',*Key::Ditrict Enrollment

SmallL-2,499 students

Medium.25,00-9,.99,)tulentS

1J.7.7:Lirge-..716,000 or*O:,student

63

4,

I

1I

1

'.Distric0.,(L)

+Distric 11 CL) I

(DistriA13:(L)r.,

District 10 (L)I

.'"



APPENDIX C

TOTAPNAT I ONAL ENROLLMENT EMgOrikiY/
SECONa;Ry ,GRADES AND TITLE,i,. I , PARTICIPATION .

BY PUBLIC/NONPUBLIC SECTORS SC14001.0. YEAR

1979-80



`APP DIPC

TOTAL NATIONAL EilROLLMENT4LEMENTAky/SECOODARYARADES;

AND TITLE ;.,PAATICiPATON,BYPUBLIC?/NONPUSLIC SECTORS, +

.SCHOOL ATAR 191910

1979-80. SCHL. YR,

ENROLLMENT .IN

ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY,

SCHOOLS*

Public

Nonpublic,

40 949 000

1028,865'

5,§77/965

:197'9 1J,

PERCENT:,4, isCiuitjR

OF TOTAL s NiROLIkr IN,

ENROLI'MENflif 1TLE 1**

99;571

109

92:0

t

*Souice: ,NCES, "A Comparison of Selected Characteristics of Private and Public Schools,.

mimeographed; 1982, p. 7. While NCES data are viewed to be the'most accurate and current

infOrmation qt nonpublic schools in the United States, there may be some reasons to sus-

pect data collection biases which could result in Underestimates for nonpublic participa-

tion figures' (Cooper, 1982),

PERCENT 9F PERCENT cf,.

TOTAL TITLE .TOTAL;

PARTICIPANT IN TITLE

e

96;4% 12.5%

1 2 3.J81.

-.4

17

.7,77."..^^".

1).

*!Sourcei Departie0 of EducaiOn tables in "1.980 Performance RePOrts,'!,;regular,-,

'ichoOl term,:,eicludingchildren in 16ca1'institiltiOns for the neglecteddeliquent.
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PERCENTAGE OF NONPUBLIC ENROLLMENT BY REGION AND METROPOLITAN STATUS;

TOTAL AND'TITLE I ENROLLMENTS

CENTRAL CITY

URBAN FRINGE

NONMETRO

REGIONAL AVERAGE

NqRTHEAST

I I

TOTAL
*

NORTH. CENTRAL SOUTH WEgZ,''
, .

TITLE III TOTAL 'TITLE.' II 'TOTAL TITLE. I II TOTAL TITLi'I.

, 1*' * ** *' .**
% .% 1, II % I % II I . %

'20.3 11.5

10.3 '8.3

q

7.1 4.5

12.5 9.7

II. I 11. I II

IL lr . 1 11

[1:17.3
I

: 6.8 '11 12.4.- 12.0 11 14.0 I 5.7,.

II I II
II I.

5.0 II 9..4 .1 .3 3 11 7.1' I 2.1

II I H..

II 6.1 4.5' II' 4.2 I 1;5 II 2.8 1.5

5.8 II 7.8 I
1.9

II I

II 7.9 I 3.3

II

*Source: 'NOES, Conditions.of Education: 1981 Edition, p;-62, school year 1979-80.

**Source: Title I District Practices Study, 1981-82 school year.
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APPENDIX E

SUPPORTING DATA FOR TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC
SCHOOL STUDENTS FROM REPRESENWIVE SITE VISIT,SAMPLE

Weekly AmoUnt,of Title Instruction (Title I instructors)*
.

R.Length. of
Title I Class X No.
Period in. Times/
'Minutes Wee

4.6
Nonpublic 37.3 4.2

Class-Size and Pupil- Instructor Ratio

Minutes/ Hours/
Week Week

239.2 3.99
157.5 = 2.63

What is the average number of itudents served in a Title I

class?

Public Z = 9.8

Nonpublic R =,6C4

On average, how many-Title staff members work., with Title I

student's? (Title Iinstructor) -

Nonpublic
a.

X Number Of teachers

Public

1.2

R Number of aides 1.0

Instructor Experiences-and Qualifications.

1.1

.6

How liong,,have your in Title.I?- (Title I instructor)

Public R = 515 years'.,.

Nonpublic R = 5.5 Years

;

6

*The category of respondent is indicated within the parentheses.
Public school officials, provided data for public school students,
and'nonpublic,staff promided'information on nonpublic students'

services.



APPENDIX E (coni.)

How long have you worked in this district? (Title I

instructor)

Public 5c = 12.8

Nonpublic X = 8.3

'Howell
room teach

have you worked in this district?

Public

Nonpublic X 7.4

regular class-

From whom do most students-receive their Title I

tion? (regular classroom teacher)

Public

Certified teacher 70%

Teaching aide/Other 30%

Does this school have the kind of Title

want? (Principal)

Yes-

Public

92%

7.%

!,

Ihstruc-

Nonpublic

77%

23%

I instructors you

Nonpublic

84% .

16%

Coordi tion of Title I Instruction with the Regular School

Curricu m

Did
the'' rest

arranged
teacher)

a

A

you have any problem in to h/14 the Title I students or

of the class because of qie ayigitle I instruction was

(i.e., schedulin4, location)? (itFdar classrodM

Public Nonpublic

R4% y 20%

76% 81%



APPENDIX E (cont.)

On average, how often doYou meet 'with the regular classroom
teacher to coordinate instruction? (Title I instructor)

Public ' Nonpublic

Daily 17% 22%

Once or twice a week 42% 48%

Once or twice a month 22% 19%

Less than every other month 9% 5%

Location Of Title I Instruction

Where do Title I teachers usually work with their students?
(Title I instructor)

Regular classroom with
only Title I students

Regular classroom also
with non-Title'I students

In another roan in school

Specially equipped roan
in another' building

W

Public Nonpublic

13% 13%

20% 18%

63% 61%

3% 3%

Other locations 2% 5%



APPENDIX *-t

TITLE I DIRECTOR "DID
THE LEVEL OF TITLE cES. poING:' TO

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS ' CHIN.NGE 10% 60R.:MORE,
IN ,RELATION TO:-YOUR` 110T,FiLl TITLE I SIRVICES

BETWEEN '078 AND .41,9812



;

"TITLE I DIRECTOR INTERVZ ESTION: THE LEVEL OF TITLE I

SERVICES GOING TO NONPUBiJ: /4 `S. ilo1011' STUDENT CHANGE 10% OR MORE IN

RELATION TO:YOUR. TOTAL ,.TITLE BETWEEN 1978 AND 1981?" (N = 88)
. .

Increased by at least, 10%

,Changed less 'then 10%

Decreased by at least, 10%.

No:;itle I Program, for

Nonpublic Studenti**

, 104 cat'egoigs

,= 1 -2,495

,

Medium = 2;500-91999

, Large , ,F i10,000. or ,larger,
, (.4,

4, r.

P.

STRICT ENROLLMENT CATEGORY*

'MEDIUM LARGE TOTAL

0% 21% 9%
11

,'

39% 62% 48%

9% 14% 8%

!1/4 ' 52% 3% 35%
.

tr,

.$

Perot/tales, when com pkito other ,,datS grom. ,the study suggest that some districts

Without t.,1 Title I

this ::question,
:f6t. nonpublic student i*obabiy,indiCated a change o

ray 10' percent vfor thiS ',iueit,fon;
4 1

J.
,,
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CURRENT TITLE .I SCHOOL AND STUDENT SELECTION.
PROCEDURES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTING CHAPTER 1, ECIA

THE EFFtCTS OF. THE TITLE I
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and Daniel M. Schernber

Michael J. Gaffney
and DanielM. Schember
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2
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Richard Jung
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and J. Ward Keesling

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND LOCAL PRO RAM Brenda .J. Turnbull
.IMPLEMENTATION IN TITLE I, ESEA
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